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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BQOARD
WASHI NGTQON, D. C.

Adopt ed by the NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BQOARD
at its office in Washington, D.C
on the 23'¢ day of My, 1997

BARRY L. VALENTI NE
Acting Adm ni strator,
Federal Avi ation Adm nistration,

Conpl ai nant
Docket SE-14284
V.

TI MOTHY ALLEN CRAWFORD,

Respondent .

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

CPI Nl ON AND ORDER

Respondent has appealed fromthe initial decision of
Adm ni strative Law Judge Patrick G Geraghty, issued on May 21
1996, granting the Administrator’s notion for summary judgment.?
The | aw judge affirmed an order of the Adm nistrator revoking

respondent’s pilot certificate, on finding that respondent had

! The initial decision is attached. Also attached is the |aw
judge’s June 19, 1996 denial of respondent’s petition to the |aw
judge for reconsideration of that initial decision.
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violated 14 C.F.R 61.15.2 W deny the appeal.

On Novenber 8, 1994, respondent pled guilty in Federal court
to conspiracy to inport cocaine, a felony. Respondent was
arrested in Colunbia in June 1985, and extradited to the U. S. for
trial. Respondent is now incarcerated.

Respondent’ s appeal raises the sane issues he has repeatedly
rai sed before the law judge, and we need add little to the |aw
judge’s two deci sions.

Thi s proceedi ng does not result in double jeopardy. Double
j eopardy precludes successive crimnal prosecutions for the sane
act(s). This is an admnistrative proceeding, to which

princi pl es of double jeopardy sinply do not apply. Adm nistrator

v. Franklin, 3 NTSB 978 (1978).

Thi s proceeding does not result in ex post facto application
of law. Again, this Constitutional principle applies to matters

of crimnal, not admnistrative law. Adm nistrator v. Zukas,

NTSB Order No. EA-4464 (1996). 1In any case, it is irrelevant if
the 8 61.15 regul ati on was adopted 10 days after respondent’s

arrest in Colunbia. Even prior to adoption of that regul ation,

2 Section 61.15 provides, as pertinent:
8§ 61.15 O fenses involving al cohol or drugs.

(a) A conviction for the violation of any Federal or state
statute relating to the grow ng, processing, manufacture,
sal e, disposition, possession, transportation, or

i nportation of narcotic drugs, mari huana, or depressant or
stinmul ant drugs or substances is grounds for -

* * %

(2) Suspension or revocation of a certificate or rating
i ssued under this part.
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precedent supported certificate revocation for narcotics
convictions. Adm nistrator v. Hernandez, NTSB Order No. EA-3821
(1993).

Thi s proceedi ng al so does not violate respondent’s descri bed
extradition “rule of speciality.” First, there is no indication
that extradition principles preclude civil or other
adm ni strative proceedings stemmng fromthe crimnal matter.
Second, this adm nistrative proceeding derives fromno matter
ot her than the one for which he was extradited.

Finally, respondent was not denied due process. The
conplaint is not stale when it legitinmately all eges issues of
| ack of qualification. 49 C F. R 821.33. Respondent has been
given a full and fair hearing. The Board is not obliged to
guarantee hima conplete law library at his disposal.® W have
nevert hel ess ensured, despite respondent’s pro se representation,
that all relevant issues have been thoroughly considered.*

Violation of 8 61.15 follows fromrespondent’s fel ony
conviction. The only remaining issue is sanction. Respondent
of fers no argunent, persuasive or otherw se, against revocation

as the appropriate sanction and we see none. Adm nistrator v.

Piro, NTSB Order No. EA-4049 (1993).

® Respondent’s reference to stale conplaints would appear to
belie his assertion of |ack of access to NTSB research materi al s.
I nformation we provide imediately to all respondents indicates
that it is “advisable” to have counsel

* For exanple, we have given respondent considerable |atitude in
pl eadi ng, including accepting his unauthorized Septenber 17, 1996
reply to the Admnistrator’s reply.



ACCORDI NG&Y, I T IS ORDERED THAT:
1. Respondent’ s appeal is denied; and
2. The revocation of respondent’s pilot certificate shal

begin 30 days from service of this order.?

HALL, Chairman, FRANCI S, Vice Chai rman, HAMVERSCHM DT, GOG.I A,
and BLACK, Menbers of the Board, concurred in the above opinion
and order.

> For the purpose of this order, respondent nust physically
surrender his certificate to a representative of the Federal
Avi ation Adm nistration pursuant to 14 CF. R 61.19(f).



